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COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 9, 2021.
Hon. NANCY PELOSI,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MADAM SPEAKER: Pursuant to the
permission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II
of the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
March 9, 2021, at 9:49 a.m.:

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment H.R. 1319.

With best wishes, I am,

Sincerely,
ROBERT F. REEVES,
Deputy Clerk.

———

PROTECTING THE RIGHT TO
ORGANIZE ACT OF 2021

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
pursuant to House Resolution 188, I
call up the bill (H.R. 842) to amend the
National Labor Relations Act, the
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947,
and the Labor-Management Reporting
and Disclosure Act of 1959, and for
other purposes, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 188, the
amendment printed in part A of House
Report 117-10 is adopted, and the bill,
as amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 842

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Protecting the Right to Organize Act of
2021,

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

TITLE —AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL

LABOR RELATIONS ACT

Definitions.

Reports.

Appointment.

Unfair labor practices.

Representatives and elections.

Damages for unfair labor practices.

Enforcing compliance with orders of
the board.

Injunctions against unfair labor prac-
tices involving discharge or other
serious economic harm.

Penalties.

Sec. 110. Limitations on the right to strike.

Sec. 111. Fair share agreements permitted.

TITLE II—AMENDMENTS TO THE LABOR

MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947 AND

THE LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORTING

AND DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1959
Sec. 201. Conforming amendments to the Labor

Management Relations Act, 1947.
Sec. 202. Amendments to the Labor-Manage-
ment Reporting and Disclosure
Act of 1959.
TITLE III—OTHER MATTERS
Sec. 301. Severability.

101.
102.
103.
104.
105.
106.
107.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 108.

Sec. 109.
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Sec. 302. Authorization of appropriations.

Sec. 303. Rule of Construction.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO THE NATIONAL
LABOR RELATIONS ACT

SEC. 101. DEFINITIONS.

(a) JOINT EMPLOYER.—Section 2(2) of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 152(2)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“Two or more persons shall be employers with
respect to an employee if each such person co-
determines or shares control over the employee’s
essential terms and conditions of employment.
In determining whether such control exists, the
Board or a court of competent jurisdiction shall
consider as relevant direct control and indirect
control over such terms and conditions, reserved
authority to control such terms and conditions,
and control over such terms and conditions ex-
ercised by a person in fact: Provided, That
nothing herein precludes a finding that indirect
or reserved control standing alone can be suffi-
cient given specific facts and circumstances.’’.

(b) EMPLOYEE.—Section 2(3) of the National
Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 152(3)) is amend-
ed by adding at the end the following: ‘“‘An indi-
vidual performing any Sservice shall be consid-
ered an employee (except as provided in the pre-
vious sentence) and not an independent con-
tractor, unless—

“(4) the individual is free from control and
direction in connection with the performance of
the service, both under the contract for the per-
formance of service and in fact;

““(B) the service is performed outside the usual
course of the business of the employer; and

“(C) the individual is customarily engaged in
an independently established trade, occupation,
profession, or business of the same nature as
that involved in the service performed.’’.

(c) SUPERVISOR.—Section 2(11) of the National
Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 152(11)) is
amended—

(1) by inserting ‘“‘and for a majority of the in-
dividual’s worktime’ after ‘‘interest of the em-
ployer’’;

(2) by striking “‘assign,’”’; and

(3) by striking ‘“‘or responsibly to direct
them,”.

SEC. 102. REPORTS.

Section 3(c) of the National Labor Relations
Act is amended—

(1) by striking ‘““The Board’ and inserting
‘(1) The Board’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(2) Effective January 1, 2023, section 3003 of
the Federal Reports Elimination and Sunset Act
of 1995 (Public Law 166—44; 31 U.S.C. 1113 note)
shall not apply with respect to reports required
under this subsection.

“(3) Each report issued under this subsection
shall—

“(A) include no less detail than reports issued
by the Board prior to the termination of such re-
ports under section 3003 of the Federal Reports
Elimination and Sunset Act of 1995 (Public Law
166—44; 31 U.S.C. 1113 note);

“(B) list each case in which the Designated
Agency Ethics Official provided advice regard-
ing whether a Member should be recused from
participating in a case or rulemaking; and

“(C) list each case in which the Designated
Agency Ethics Official determined that a Mem-
ber should be recused from participating in a
case or rulemaking.’’.

SEC. 103. APPOINTMENT.

Section 4(a) of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 154(a)) is amended by striking *,
or for economic analysis’’.

SEC. 104. UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES.

Section 8 of the National Labor Relations Act
(29 U.S.C. 158) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(4) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
and inserting *‘;”’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

““(6) to promise, threaten, or take any action—
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““(A) to permanently replace an employee who
participates in a Strike as defined by section
501(2) of the Labor Management Relations Act,
1947 (29 U.S.C. 142(2));

““(B) to discriminate against an employee who
is working or has unconditionally offered to re-
turn to work for the employer because the em-
ployee supported or participated in such a
strike; or

“(C) to lockout, suspend, or otherwise withold
employment from employees in order to influ-
ence the position of such employees or the rep-
resentative of such employees in collective bar-
gaining prior to a strike; and

““(7) to communicate or misrepresent to an em-
ployee under section 2(3) that such employee is
excluded from the definition of employee under
section 2(3).”’;

(2) in subsection (b)—

(4) by striking paragraphs (4) and (7);

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) as
paragraphs (4) and (5), respectively;

(C) in paragraph (4), as so redesignated, by
striking ‘‘affected;”’ and inserting ‘‘affected;
and’’; and

(D) in paragraph (5), as so redesignated, by
striking *‘; and’’ and inserting a period;

(3) in subsection (c), by striking the period at
the end and inserting the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided, That it shall be an unfair labor practice
under subsection (a)(1) for any employer to re-
quire or coerce an employee to attend or partici-
pate in such employer’s campaign activities un-
related to the employee’s job duties, including
activities that are subject to the requirements
under section 203(b) of the Labor-Management
Reporting and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C.
433(b)).”’;

(4) in subsection (d)—

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively;

(B) by striking ‘“‘For the purposes of this sec-
tion”’ and inserting ‘‘(1) For purposes of this
section’’;

(C) by inserting “‘and to maintain current
wages, hours, and terms and conditions of em-
ployment pending an agreement’’ after ‘‘arising
thereunder’’;

(D) by inserting ‘‘: Provided, That an employ-
er’s duty to collectively bargain shall continue
absent decertification of the labor organization
following an election conducted pursuant to sec-
tion 97’ after “making of a concession:’’;

(E) by inserting ‘‘further’ before
where there is in effect’’;

(F) by striking ‘‘The duties imposed’’ and in-
serting “‘(2) The duties imposed’’;

(G) by striking “‘by paragraphs (2), (3), and
(4)”’ and inserting ‘‘by subparagraphs (B), (C),
and (D) of paragraph (1)’;

(H) by striking ‘‘section 8(d)(1)”’ and inserting
“paragraph (1)(4)’’;

(1) by striking ‘‘section 8(d)(3)’’ and inserting
“paragraph (1)(C)’’ in each place it appears;

(J) by striking ‘‘section 8(d)(4)’’ and inserting
“paragraph (1)(D)’’; and

(K) by adding at the end the following:

““(3) Whenever collective bargaining is for the
purpose of establishing an initial collective bar-
gaining agreement following certification or rec-
ognition of a labor organization, the following
shall apply:

‘““(A) Not later than 10 days after receiving a
written request for collective bargaining from an
individual or labor organization that has been
newly recognized or certified as a representative
as defined in section 9(a), or within such further
period as the parties agree upon, the parties
shall meet and commence to bargain collectively
and shall make every reasonable effort to con-
clude and sign a collective bargaining agree-
ment.

‘“(B) If after the expiration of the 90-day pe-
riod beginning on the date on which bargaining
is commenced, or such additional period as the
parties may agree upon, the parties have failed
to reach an agreement, either party may notify

“, That
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the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
of the existence of a dispute and request medi-
ation. Whenever such a request is received, it
shall be the duty of the Service promptly to put
itself in communication with the parties and to
use its best efforts, by mediation and concilia-
tion, to bring them to agreement.

‘“(C) If after the expiration of the 30-day pe-
riod beginning on the date on which the request
for mediation is made under subparagraph (B),
or such additional period as the parties may
agree upon, the Service is not able to bring the
parties to agreement by conciliation, the Service
shall refer the dispute to a tripartite arbitration
panel established in accordance with such regu-
lations as may be prescribed by the Service, with
one member selected by the labor organization,
one member selected by the employer, and one
neutral member mutually agreed to by the par-
ties. The labor organization and employer must
each select the members of the tripartite arbitra-
tion panel within 14 days of the Service’s refer-
ral; if the labor organization or employer fail to
do so, the Service shall designate any members
not selected by the labor organization or the em-
ployer. A majority of the tripartite arbitration
panel shall render a decision settling the dispute
and such decision shall be binding upon the
parties for a period of 2 years, unless amended
during such period by written consent of the
parties. Such decision shall be based on—

““(i) the employer’s financial status and pros-
pects;

‘‘(ii) the size and type of the employer’s oper-
ations and business;

““(iii) the employees’ cost of living;

“(iv) the employees’ ability to sustain them-
selves, their families, and their dependents on
the wages and benefits they earn from the em-
ployer; and

“(v) the wages and benefits other employers in
the same business provide their employees.’’;

(5) by amending subsection (e) to read as fol-
lows:

‘“‘(e) Notwithstanding chapter 1 of title 9,
United States Code (commonly known as the
‘Federal Arbitration Act’), or any other provi-
sion of law, it shall be an unfair labor practice
under subsection (a)(1) for any employer—

‘(1) to enter into or attempt to enforce any
agreement, express or implied, whereby prior to
a dispute to which the agreement applies, an
employee undertakes or promises not to pursue,
bring, join, litigate, or support any kind of
joint, class, or collective claim arising from or
relating to the employment of such employee in
any forum that, but for such agreement, is of
competent jurisdiction;

““(2) to coerce an employee into undertaking
or promising not to pursue, bring, join, litigate,
or support any kind of joint, class, or collective
claim arising from or relating to the employment
of such employee; or

‘“(3) to retaliate or threaten to retaliate
against an employee for refusing to undertake
or promise not to pursue, bring, join, litigate, or
support any kind of joint, class, or collective
claim arising from or relating to the employment
of such employee: Provided, That any agree-
ment that violates this subsection or results from
a violation of this subsection shall be to such ex-
tent unenforceable and void: Provided further,
That this subsection shall not apply to any
agreement embodied in or expressly permitted by
a contract between an employer and a labor or-
ganization.”’;

(6) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘clause (B) of
the last sentence of section 8(d) of this Act’ and
inserting ‘‘subsection (d)(2)(B)’’; and

(7) by adding at the end the following:

“(h)(1) The Board shall promulgate regula-
tions requiring each employer to post and main-
tain, in conspicuous places where notices to em-
ployees and applicants for employment are cus-
tomarily posted both physically and electroni-
cally, a notice setting forth the rights and pro-
tections afforded employees under this Act. The
Board shall make available to the public the
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form and text of such notice. The Board shall
promulgate regulations requiring employers to
notify each new employee of the information
contained in the mnotice described in the pre-
ceding two sentences.

“(2) Whenever the Board directs an election
under section 9(c) or approves an election agree-
ment, the employer of employees in the bar-
gaining unit shall, not later than 2 business
days after the Board directs such election or ap-
proves such election agreement, provide a voter
list to a labor organization that has petitioned
to represent such employees. Such voter list
shall include the names of all employees in the
bargaining unit and such employees’ home ad-
dresses, work locations, shifts, job classifica-
tions, and, if available to the employer, personal
landline and mobile telephone numbers, and
work and personal email addresses; the voter list
must be provided in a searchable electronic for-
mat generally approved by the Board unless the
employer certifies that the employer does not
possess the capacity to produce the list in the
required form. Not later than 9 months after the
date of enactment of the Protecting the Right to
Organize Act of 2021, the Board shall promul-
gate regulations implementing the requirements
of this paragraph.

‘(i) The rights of an employee under section 7
include the right to use electronic communica-
tion devices and systems (including computers,
laptops, tablets, internet access, email, cellular
telephones, or other company equipment) of the
employer of such employee to engage in activi-
ties protected under section 7 if such employer
has given such employee access to such devices
and systems in the course of the work of such
employee, absent a compelling business ration-
ale for denying or limiting such use.”’.

SEC. 105. REPRESENTATIVES AND ELECTIONS.

Section 9 of the National Labor Relations Act
(29 U.S.C. 159) is amended—

(1) in subsection (¢)—

(A) by amending paragraph (1) to read as fol-
lows:

‘(1) Whenever a petition shall have been
filed, in accordance with such regulations as
may be prescribed by the Board, by an employee
or group of employees or any individual or labor
organization acting in their behalf alleging that
a substantial number of employees (i) wish to be
represented for collective bargaining and that
their employer declines to recognize their rep-
resentative as the representative defined in sec-
tion 9(a), or (ii) assert that the individual or
labor organization, which has been certified or
is being recognized by their employer as the bar-
gaining representative, is no longer a represent-
ative as defined in section 9(a), the Board shall
investigate such petition and if it has reason-
able cause to believe that a question of represen-
tation affecting commerce exists shall provide
for an appropriate hearing upon due notice.
Such hearing may be conducted by an officer or
employee of the regional office, who shall not
make any recommendations with respect there-
to. If the Board finds upon the record of such
hearing that such a question of representation
exists, it shall direct an election by secret ballot
and shall certify the results thereof. The Board
shall find the labor organization’s proposed unit
to be appropriate if the employees in the pro-
posed unit share a community of interest, and if
the employees outside the unit do not share an
overwhelming community of interest with em-
ployees inside. At the request of the labor orga-
nization, the Board shall direct that the election
be conducted through certified mail, electroni-
cally, at the work location, or at a location
other than one owned or controlled by the em-
ployer. No employer shall have standing as a
party or to intervene in any representation pro-
ceeding under this section.’’;

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘“‘an eco-
nomic strike who are not entitled to reinstate-
ment’’ and inserting ‘‘a strike’’;

(C) by redesignating paragraphs (4) and (5) as
paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively;
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(D) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-
lowing:

‘““(4) If the Board finds that, in an election
under paragraph (1), a majority of the valid
votes cast in a unit appropriate for purposes of
collective bargaining have been cast in favor of
representation by the labor organization, the
Board shall certify the labor organization as the
representative of the employees in such unit and
shall issue an order requiring the employer of
such employees to collectively bargain with the
labor organization in accordance with section
8(d). This order shall be deemed an order under
section 10(c) of this Act, without need for a de-
termination of an unfair labor practice.

“(5)(A) If the Board finds that, in an election
under paragraph (1), a majority of the wvalid
votes cast in a unit appropriate for purposes of
collective bargaining have not been cast in favor
of representation by the labor organization, the
Board shall certify the results of the election,
subject to subparagraphs (B) and (C).

‘““(B) In any case in which a majority of the
valid votes cast in a unit appropriate for pur-
poses of collective bargaining have not been cast
in favor of representation by the labor organiza-
tion and the Board determines, following a post-
election hearing, that the employer has com-
mitted a violation of this Act or otherwise inter-
fered with a fair election, and the employer has
not demonstrated that the violation or other in-
terference is unlikely to have affected the out-
come of the election, the Board shall, without
ordering a mew election, set aside the election
and certify the labor organization as the rep-
resentative of the employees in such unit and
issue an order requiring the employer to bargain
with the labor organization in accordance with
section 8(d) if, at any time during the period be-
ginning 1 year preceding the date of the com-
mencement of the election and ending on the
date upon which the Board makes the deter-
mination of a violation or other interference, a
magjority of the employees in the bargaining unit
have signed authorizations designating the
labor organization as their collective bargaining
representative.

‘“(C) In any case where the Board determines
that an election under this paragraph should be
set aside, the Board shall direct a new election
with appropriate additional safeguards nec-
essary to ensure a fair election process, except
in cases where the Board issues a bargaining
order under subparagraph (B).”’; and

(E) by inserting after paragraph (7), as so re-
designated, the following:

‘“(8) Except wunder
cumstances—

‘“(A) a pre-election hearing under this sub-
section shall begin not later than 8 days after a
notice of such hearing is served on the labor or-
ganization and shall continue from day to day
until completed;

‘““(B) a regional director shall transmit the no-
tice of election at the same time as the direction
of election, and shall transmit such notice and
such direction electronically (including trans-
mission by email or facsimile) or by overnight
mail if electronic transmission is unavailable;

“(C) not later than 2 days after the service of
the notice of hearing, the employer shall—

““(i) post the Notice of Petition for Election in
conspicuous places, including all places where
notices to employees are customarily posted;

‘“(ii) if the employer customarily commu-
nicates with employees electronically, distribute
such Notice electronically; and

““(iii) maintain such posting until the petition
is dismissed or withdrawn or the Notice of Peti-
tion for Election is replaced by the Notice of
Election;

‘(D) regional directors shall schedule elec-
tions for the earliest date practicable, but not
later than the 20th business day after the direc-
tion of election; and

‘““(E) a post-election hearing under this sub-
section shall begin not later than 14 days after
the filing of objections, if any.’’;

extraordinary  cir-



H1136

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘(e) or’”’ and
inserting ‘‘(d) or’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(f) The Board shall dismiss any petition for
an election with respect to a bargaining unit or
any subdivision if, during the 12-month period
ending on the date on which the petition is
filed—

‘(1) the employer has recognized a labor orga-
nization without an election and in accordance
with this Act;

““(2) the labor organization and employer en-
gaged in their first bargaining session following
the issuance of a bargaining order by the Board;
or

““(3) the labor organization and successor em-
ployer engaged in their first bargaining session
following a succession.

‘““(g) The Board shall dismiss any petition for
an election with respect to a bargaining unit or
any subdivision if there is in effect a lawful
written collective bargaining agreement between
the employer and an exclusive representative
covering any employees in the unit specified in
the petition, unless the petition is filed—

“(1) on or after the date that is 3 years after
the date on which the collective bargaining
agreement took effect; or

“(2) during the 30-day period beginning on
the date that is 90 days before the date that is
3 years after the date on which the collective
bargaining agreement took effect.

‘““(h) The Board shall suspend the processing
of any petition for an election with respect to a
bargaining unit or any subdivision if a labor or-
ganization files an unfair labor practice charge
alleging a violation of section 8(a) and request-
ing the suspension of a pending petition until
the unlawful conduct, if any, is remedied or the
charge is dismissed unless the Board determines
that employees can, under the circumstances,
exercise free choice in an election despite the
unlawful conduct alleged in the charge.”.

SEC. 106. DAMAGES FOR UNFAIR LABOR PRAC-
TICES.

Section 10(c) of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 160(c)) is amended by striking
“suffered by him’ and inserting ‘‘suffered by
such employee: Provided further, That if the
Board finds that an employer has discriminated
against an employee in violation of paragraph
(3) or (4) of section 8(a) or has committed a vio-
lation of section 8(a) that results in the dis-
charge of an employee or other serious economic
harm to an employee, the Board shall award the
employee back pay without any reduction (in-
cluding any reduction based on the employee’s
interim earnings or failure to earn interim earn-
ings), front pay (when appropriate), consequen-
tial damages, and an additional amount as liq-
uidated damages equal to two times the amount
of damages awarded: Provided further, no relief
under this subsection shall be denied on the
basis that the employee is, or was during the
time of relevant employment or during the back
pay period, an unauthorized alien as defined in
section 274A(h)(3) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1324a(h)(3)) or any other
provision of Federal law relating to the unlaw-
ful employment of aliens’’.

SEC. 107. ENFORCING COMPLIANCE WITH OR-
DERS OF THE BOARD.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 10 of the National
Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 160) is further
amended—

(1) by striking subsection (e);

(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e);

(3) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing:

‘““(d)(1) Each order of the Board shall take ef-
fect upon issuance of such order, unless other-
wise directed by the Board, and shall remain in
effect unless modified by the Board or unless a
court of competent jurisdiction issues a super-
seding order.

“(2) Any person who fails or neglects to obey
an order of the Board shall forfeit and pay to
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the Board a civil penalty of mot more than
310,000 for each violation, which shall accrue to
the United States and may be recovered in a
civil action brought by the Board to the district
court of the United States in which the unfair
labor practice or other subject of the order oc-
curred, or in which such person or entity resides
or transacts business. No action by the Board
under this paragraph may be made until 30 days
following the issuance of an order. Each sepa-
rate violation of such an order shall be a sepa-
rate offense, except that, in the case of a viola-
tion in which a person fails to obey or neglects
to obey a final order of the Board, each day
such failure or mneglect continues shall be
deemed a separate offense.

“(3) If, after having provided a person or enti-
ty with notice and an opportunity to be heard
regarding a civil action under subparagraph (2)
for the enforcement of an order, the court deter-
mines that the order was regularly made and
duly served, and that the person or entity is in
disobedience of the same, the court shall enforce
obedience to such order by an injunction or
other proper process, mandatory or otherwise,
to—

“(A) restrain such person or entity or the offi-
cers, agents, or representatives of such person or
entity, from further disobedience to such order;
or

“(B) enjoin such person or entity, officers,
agents, or representatives to obedience to the
same.’’;

(4) in subsection (f)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘proceed in the same manner
as in the case of an application by the Board
under subsection (e) of this section,”” and insert-
ing ‘‘proceed as provided under paragraph (2) of
this subsection’’;

(B) by striking “Any’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: “*

“(1) Within 30 days of the issuance of an
order, any’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

““(2) No objection that has not been urged be-
fore the Board, its member, agent, or agency
shall be considered by a court, unless the failure
or meglect to urge such objection shall be ex-
cused because of extraordinary circumstances.
The findings of the Board with respect to ques-
tions of fact if supported by substantial evidence
on the record considered as a whole shall be
conclusive. If either party shall apply to the
court for leave to adduce additional evidence
and shall show to the satisfaction of the court
that such additional evidence is material and
that there were reasonable grounds for the fail-
ure to adduce such evidence in the hearing be-
fore the Board, its member, agent, or agency,
the court may order such additional evidence to
be taken before the Board, its member, agent, or
agency, and to be made a part of the record.
The Board may modify its findings as to the
facts, or make new findings, by reason of addi-
tional evidence so taken and filed, and it shall
file such modified or new findings, which find-
ings with respect to questions of fact if sup-
ported by substantial evidence on the record
considered as a whole shall be conclusive, and
shall file its recommendations, if any, for the
modification or setting aside of its original
order. Upon the filing of the record with it the
jurisdiction of the court shall be exclusive and
its judgment and decree shall be final, except
that the same shall be subject to review by the
appropriate United States court of appeals if ap-
plication was made to the district court, and by
the Supreme Court of the United States upon
writ of certiorari or certification as provided in
section 1254 of title 28, United States Code.’’;
and

(5) in subsection (g), by striking ‘‘subsection
(e) or (f) of this section” and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (d) or (f)”.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 18 of
the National Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 168)
is amended by striking ‘° section 10(e) or (f)”
and inserting ‘‘subsection (d) or (f) of section
10”.
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SEC. 108. INJUNCTIONS AGAINST UNFAIR LABOR
PRACTICES INVOLVING DISCHARGE
OR OTHER SERIOUS ECONOMIC
HARM.

Section 10 of the National Labor Relations Act
(29 U.S.C. 160) is amended—

(1) in subsection (j)—

(A) by striking ‘“The Board’ and inserting
‘(1) The Board’’; and

(B) by adding at the end the following:

‘““(2) Notwithstanding subsection (m), when-
ever it is charged that an employer has engaged
in an unfair labor practice within the meaning
of paragraph (1), (3) or (4) of section 8(a) that
significantly interferes with, restrains, or co-
erces employees in the exercise of the rights
guaranteed under section 7, or involves dis-
charge or other serious economic harm to an em-
ployee, the preliminary investigation of such
charge shall be made forthwith and given pri-
ority over all other cases except cases of like
character in the office where it is filed or to
which it is referred. If, after such investigation,
the officer or regional attormey to whom the
matter may be referred has reasonable cause to
believe such charge is true and that a complaint
should issue, such officer or attorney shall bring
a petition for appropriate temporary relief or re-
straining order as set forth in paragraph (1).
The district court shall grant the relief re-
quested unless the court concludes that there is
no reasonable likelihood that the Board will
succeed on the merits of the Board’s claim.”’;
and

(2) by repealing subsections (k) and (1).

SEC. 109. PENALTIES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 12 of the National
Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 162) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking “‘SEC. 12. Any person’’ and in-
serting the following:

“SEC. 12. PENALTIES.

“(a) VIOLATIONS FOR INTERFERENCE WITH
BOARD.—Any person’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(b) VIOLATIONS FOR POSTING REQUIREMENTS
AND VOTER LIST.—If the Board, or any agent or
agency designated by the Board for such pur-
poses, determines that an employer has violated
section 8(h) or regulations issued thereunder,
the Board shall—

‘(1) state the findings of fact supporting such
determination;

““(2) issue and cause to be served on such em-
ployer an order requiring that such employer
comply with section 8(h) or regulations issued
thereunder; and

“(3) impose a civil penalty in an amount de-
termined appropriate by the Board, except that
in no case shall the amount of such penalty ex-
ceed 3500 for each such violation.

““(c) CIVIL PENALTIES FOR VIOLATIONS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Any employer who commits
an unfair labor practice within the meaning of
section 8(a) shall, in addition to any remedy or-
dered by the Board, be subject to a civil penalty
in an amount not to exceed $50,000 for each vio-
lation, except that, with respect to an unfair
labor practice within the meaning of paragraph
(3) or (4) of section 8(a) or a violation of section
8(a) that results in the discharge of an employee
or other serious economic harm to an employee,
the Board shall double the amount of such pen-
alty, to an amount not to exceed $100,000, in
any case where the employer has within the pre-
ceding 5 years committed another such viola-
tion.

““(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—In determining the
amount of any civil penalty under this sub-
section, the Board shall consider—

‘““(A) the gravity of the unfair labor practice;

‘““(B) the impact of the unfair labor practice
on the charging party, on other persons seeking
to exercise rights guaranteed by this Act, and on
the public interest; and

“(C) the gross income of the employer.

““(3) DIRECTOR AND OFFICER LIABILITY.—If the
Board determines, based on the particular facts
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and circumstances presented, that a director or
officer’s personal liability is warranted, a civil
penalty for a wviolation described in this sub-
section may also be assessed against any direc-
tor or officer of the employer who directed or
committed the violation, had established a pol-
icy that led to such a violation, or had actual or
constructive knowledge of and the authority to
prevent the violation and failed to prevent the
violation.

“(d) RIGHT TO CIVIL ACTION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Any person who is injured
by reason of a violation of paragraph (1), (3), or
(4) of section 8(a) may, after 60 days following
the filing of a charge with the Board alleging
an unfair labor practice, bring a civil action in
the appropriate district court of the United
States against the employer within 90 days after
the expiration of the 60-day period or the date
the Board notifies the person that no complaint
shall issue, whichever occurs earlier, provided
that the Board has not filed a petition under
section 10(7) of this Act prior to the expiration of
the 60-day period. No relief under this sub-
section shall be denied on the basis that the em-
ployee is, or was during the time of relevant em-
ployment or during the back pay period, an un-
authoriced alien as defined in section 274A(h)(3)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1324a(h)(3)) or any other provision of
Federal law relating to the unlawful employ-
ment of aliens.

‘““(2) AVAILABLE RELIEF.—Relief granted in an
action under paragraph (1) may include—

““(A) back pay without any reduction, includ-
ing any reduction based on the employee’s in-
terim earnings or failure to earn interim earn-
ings;

‘“(B) front pay (when appropriate);

““(C) consequential damages;

‘““(D) an additional amount as liquidated dam-
ages equal to two times the cumulative amount
of damages awarded under subparagraphs (A)
through (C);

‘““(E) in appropriate cases, punitive damages
in accordance with paragraph (4); and

‘““(F) any other relief authorized by section
706(g) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (42 U.S.C.
2000e-5(g)) or by section 1977A(b) of the Revised
Statutes (42 U.S.C. 1981a(b)).

‘““(3) ATTORNEY’S FEES.—In any civil action
under this subsection, the court may allow the
prevailing party a reasonable attorney’s fee (in-
cluding expert fees) and other reasonable costs
associated with maintaining the action.

‘““(4) PUNITIVE DAMAGES.—In awarding puni-
tive damages under paragraph (2)(E), the court
shall consider—

““(A) the gravity of the unfair labor practice;

‘““(B) the impact of the unfair labor practice
on the charging party, on other persons seeking
to exercise rights guaranteed by this Act, and on
the public interest; and

“(C) the gross income of the employer.”’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 10(b)
of the National Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C.
160(b)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘sivx months’” and inserting
“180 days’’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘the six-month period’’ and in-
serting ‘‘the 180-day period’’.

SEC. 110. LIMITATIONS ON THE RIGHT TO STRIKE.

Section 13 of the National Labor Relations Act
(29 U.S.C. 163) is amended by striking the period
at the end and inserting the following: ‘‘: Pro-
vided, That the duration, scope, frequency, or
intermittence of any strike or strikes shall not
render such strike or strikes unprotected or pro-
hibited.”.

SEC. 111. FAIR SHARE AGREEMENTS PERMITTED.

Section 14(b) of the National Labor Relations
Act (29 U.S.C. 164(b)) is amended by striking the
period at the end and inserting the following: ‘:
Provided, That collective bargaining agreements
providing that all employees in a bargaining
unit shall contribute fees to a labor organization
for the cost of representation, collective bar-
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gaining, contract enforcement, and related ex-

penditures as a condition of employment shall

be valid and enforceable motwithstanding any

State or Territorial law.”.

TITLE II-AMENDMENTS TO THE LABOR
MANAGEMENT RELATIONS ACT, 1947
AND THE LABOR-MANAGEMENT REPORT-
ING AND DISCLOSURE ACT OF 1959

SEC. 201. CONFORMING AMENDMENTS TO THE

LABOR MANAGEMENT RELATIONS
ACT, 1947.

The Labor Management Relations Act, 1947 is
amended—

(1) in section 213(a) (29 U.S.C. 183(a)), by
striking ‘‘clause (A) of the last sentence of sec-
tion 8(d) (which is required by clause (3) of such
section 8(d)), or within 10 days after the notice
under clause (B)”’ and inserting ‘‘section
8(d)(2)(A) of the National Labor Relations Act
(which is required by section 8(d)(1)(C) of such
Act), or within 10 days after the notice under
section 8(d)(2)(B) of such Act’’; and

(2) by repealing section 303 (29 U.S.C. 187).
SEC. 202. AMENDMENTS TO THE LABOR-MANAGE-

MENT REPORTING AND DISCLOSURE
ACT OF 1959.

Section 203(c) of the Labor-Management Re-
porting and Disclosure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C.
433(c)) is amended by striking the period at the
end and inserting the following ‘‘: Provided,
That this subsection shall not exempt from the
requirements of this section any arrangement or
part of an arrangement in which a party agrees,
for an object described in subsection (b)(1), to
plan or conduct employee meetings; train super-
visors or employer representatives to conduct
meetings,; coordinate or direct activities of super-
visors or employer representatives; establish or
facilitate employee committees; identify employ-
ees for disciplinary action, reward, or other tar-
geting; or draft or revise employer personnel
policies, speeches, presentations, or other writ-
ten, recorded, or electronic communications to
be delivered or disseminated to employees.’’ .

TITLE III—OTHER MATTERS

SEC. 301. SEVERABILITY.

If any provision of this Act or the application
thereof to any person or circumstance is held in-
valid, the remainder of this Act, or the applica-
tion of that provision to persons or cir-
cumstances other than those as to which it is
held invalid, is not affected thereby.

SEC. 302. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.
There are authorized to be appropriated such

sums as may be necessary to carry out the provi-

sions of this Act and the amendments made by
this Act.

SEC. 303. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.

The amendments made under this Act shall
not be construed to amend section 274A of the
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C.
1324a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill,
as amended, is debatable for 1 hour
equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of
the Committee on Education and
Labor.

The gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) and the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Ms. FoxX) will each
control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 842,
the Protecting the Right to Organize
Act of 2021.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?
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There was no objection.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
842, the Protecting the Right to Orga-
nize Act of 2021, or the PRO Act.

The American economy needs a
strong middle class. Labor unions play
an essential role in rebuilding our mid-
dle class and improving the lives of
workers and their families. There is
clear evidence that workers who orga-
nize a union have higher wages, better
benefits, and safer workplaces.

Regrettably, union membership has
dropped over the last 50 years from
nearly one-third of all workers in the
mid-20th century to just over 10 per-
cent of workers today. The decline of
unions and workers’ bargaining power
are major reasons why income inequal-
ity has soared and wages have stag-
nated for hardworking people.

But this decline in union membership
is not a product of workers’ choices. A
recent survey by MIT found that near-
ly half of nonunion workers say that
they would vote to join a union if given
the opportunity.

The gap between worker preferences
and union membership is the result of
an 85-year-old labor law that lacks the
teeth to enforce workers’ rights when
employers unlawfully retaliate against
them for organizing. The National
Labor Relations Act, the NLRA, is far
too weak to defend workers against in-
tensifying antiunion attacks from spe-
cial interests.

That is why we must pass the PRO
Act. The legislation strengthens work-
ers’ rights by making significant up-
grades in the NLRA since it was en-
acted 85 years ago.

First, the PRO Act provides new
tools to protect workers from
antiunion intimidation and retaliation.
It then introduces meaningful pen-
alties for companies that violate work-
ers’ rights and closes loopholes they
use to exploit workers.

Finally, the PRO Act strengthens
safeguards to ensure that workers can
hold free, fair, and safe union elections.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Congress
to stand up for workers and ensure that
they can exercise their right to join to-
gether and negotiate for higher wages,
better benefits, and a safe workplace. 1
urge my colleagues to support the leg-
islation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to the radical, partisan, and ut-
terly shameful PRO Act.

This unnecessary bill is an assault on
American workers, employers, and the
economy. Democrats are pushing this
sweeping legislation without holding a
single committee hearing or markup.

Is this the new standard for the peo-
ple’s House?

It silences the minority and their
constituents by denying a thorough ex-
amination of yet another extreme and
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damaging Democrat
scheme. It is disgraceful.

The pro-union bosses’ act that Demo-
crats have disingenuously titled the
PRO Act is a left-wing wish list of
union boss priorities, which under-
mines the rights of workers by forcing
them to pay into a union system,
whether or not they want to be rep-
resented by a union.

Many workers would not choose to
funnel billions of their hard-earned dol-
lars to left-wing groups like Planned
Parenthood, the Clinton Foundation,
the Progressive Democrats of America.

This misguided bill also stunts eco-
nomic recovery by hitting employers
over the head with an estimated $47
billion in new annual costs. But it is
not just employers who will pay the
price. This bill will reclassify gig econ-
omy workers as employees, costing
tens of thousands of workers their jobs
and eliminating the flexibility so many
rely on to care for their family mem-
bers; a priority even more critical dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic.

The appalling list of bad policy provi-
sions in this bill goes on, and we will
hear more about them during this de-
bate. The bottom line is this, the PRO
Act is a sorry excuse for legislation,
and the partisan process under which it
is being considered is equally embar-
rassing. I urge all Members to reject
the PRO Act.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI), the chair
of the Subcommittee on Civil Rights
and Human Services.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Protecting the
Right to Organize Act.

The COVID-19 pandemic has high-
lighted the urgent need for workers to
have the right to negotiate for better
wages, stronger benefits, and safer
working conditions.

To keep our communities going,
nurses, grocery store workers, fire-
fighters, childcare workers, educators,
healthcare workers, and more have
been showing up to work every day, de-
spite the risks. We have the oppor-
tunity to honor their work and to help
restore fairness to our economy by
making it easier for workers to form
unions and collectively bargain.

The PRO Act will establish sub-
stantive and enforceable penalties for
unlawful tactics employers take to
interfere with workers’ organizing a
union. The legislation closes loopholes
in labor laws that allow workers to be
misclassified, provides them with pro-
tections of the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, bans captive audience meet-
ings, and prohibits employers from
interfering in union elections. It is the
most significant workers’ rights legis-
lation in years and an important step
in restoring the middle class.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
a letter from the BlueGreen Alliance in
support of the PRO Act.

legislative
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DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: As a coalition of
some of the nation’s largest labor unions and
environmental organizations, collectively
representing millions of members and sup-
porters, the BlueGreen Alliance and its part-
ners write to express our support for the Pro-
tecting the Right to Organize (PRO) Act of
2021, H.R. 842.

In the United States, we face a critical
juncture for the rights of employees to orga-
nize. Workers have faced wage stagnation,
difficult working conditions, and a wholesale
effort to decimate their ability to organize
for the past several decades. Exploitation by
employers of labor laws that have been made
toothless has caused union membership to
fall dramatically from 33 percent in 1956 to
ten percent in 2018. As it stands, no meaning-
ful penalties exist for corporations using il-
legal tactics to eliminate the option to orga-
nize. Workers, already facing record income
inequality, now face job losses due to the im-
pacts of the COVID-19 pandemic. And we
know the reality is that we went into this
pandemic with three ongoing interconnected
crises: economic inequality, racial inequal-
ity, and climate change.

Based on the National Bureau of Economic
Research’s statistics, we know that unions
consistently provide working Americans
with ten to twenty percent higher wages
than non-unionized workers. Workers who
are union members fare better in crises—
whether the crisis is COVID-19 or climate
change. During crises, unionized workers
have better access to enhanced safety meas-
ures, unemployment insurance, additional
pay, paid sick time, and input in the terms
of furloughs or other job-saving arrange-
ments. Empowering workers, whether they
are in the private sector or in the public sec-
tor, to band together to negotiate better
wages and safer working conditions is the
best path forward to protecting our workers
and rebuilding America’s middle class.

Organizing does not just affect job quality,
though: wunionized workers are better
equipped to handle potentially hazardous
workplace situations, and have more free-
dom to blow the whistle in dangerous situa-
tions. This can avert industrial accidents
and result in safer communities, as well as
cleaner air and water. Many unions also take
firm positions on environmental issues be-
cause they understand the impact that clean
air and water have on workers. Unions have
supported the Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, and other actions designed to
both reduce the carbon pollution driving cli-
mate change and grow good-paying jobs in
the clean economy. This bill can also help us
close the gap in union density and job qual-
ity in our growing clean energy sectors.

The PRO Act empowers employees by
strengthening workers’ rights to bargain and
to organize. It does so by ending prohibitions
on collective and class-action litigation, pro-
hibiting employers from permanently replac-
ing striking employees, amending how em-
ployees are defined so that no one is
misclassified as an independent contractor,
strengthening remedies and enforcement for
employees who are exercising their rights,
creating a mediation and arbitration process
for new unions, protecting against coercive
captive audience meetings, and streamlining
the National Labor Relations Board’s proce-
dures.

The PRO Act would take tangible steps to
stem the tide of continued violations of the
rights of working people to organize and
would provide real consequences for those
who violate the rights of workers. We must
restore fairness to our economy so that
workers no longer get a raw deal, and
strengthen the right of workers all over the
country to unionize and bargain for better
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working conditions. For these reasons, we
urge you to vote yes on the PRO Act. Thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

BlueGreen Alliance, American Federation
of Teachers, International Union of Brick-
layers and Allied Craftworkers, Inter-
national Union of Painters and Allied
Trades, League of Conservation Voters, Na-
tional Wildlife Federation, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, Service Employees
International Union, Sierra Club, United
Steelworkers Union, Utility Workers Union
of American.

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I urge
my colleagues to stand with workers
and support this bill.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, my Demo-
crat colleagues have, apparently, de-
cided committee work doesn’t matter
for the 117th Congress because they,
once again, brought legislation to the
House floor without first holding a sin-
gle committee hearing or markup.

0 1245

As the Republican leader of the
Health, Employment, Labor, and Pen-
sions Subcommittee, I would have wel-
comed the opportunity to debate and
amend this flawed legislation in com-
mittee.

H.R. 842, also known as the PRO Act,
is a radical proposal aimed at appeas-
ing big union bosses who fund the far
left’s political agenda. From 2010 to
2018, unions sent more than $1.6 billion
in member dues to hundreds of left-
wing groups like Planned Parenthood,
the Clinton Foundation, and the Pro-
gressive Democrats of America, instead
of spending that money on worker rep-
resentation.

That is right. Union leaders are lin-
ing their pockets and their friends’
pockets with the dues workers are
forced to pay. No worker should be
forced to participate in union activity
or pay for representation they do not
agree with. That is un-American. But
the pro-union bosses act would over-
turn right-to-work laws in 27 States,
including my home State of Georgia.

That would be devastating for Geor-
gia’s post-COVID economy. That is
why I will offer an amendment pro-
tecting the right-to-work laws. In fact,
I introduced a total of five amend-
ments to this bill that would put work-
ers first; but, unfortunately, Demo-
crats only allowed one to be considered
on the House floor for debate even
though 1last Congress they allowed
more than one to be voted on this
House floor.

But the American people deserve to
know the other amendments that the
Democrats blocked.

First is protecting employees’ right
to secret-ballot elections. An amend-
ment requiring all unions to win a se-
cret-ballot election in order to be cer-
tified because no worker should face
retribution because of how they cast
their ballot.

Codifying a sensible joint-employer
standard. An amendment that strikes
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the section of the bill which defines
joint employment using the indirect
control and replaces this provision
with the direct and immediate control
to protect franchisees and treat them
as any other small business owner.

Employee privacy protection. An
amendment requiring employers to re-
ceive express consent from employees
before sharing their personal informa-
tion with a union because the bill cur-
rently does not require that consent.

And worker retirement protection.
This amends the bill to state that man-
datory arbitration agreements cannot
force the members of a bargaining unit
into a multiemployer pension plan.

All of my amendments would bring
much-needed accountability and trans-
parency, and I am disappointed a ma-
jority of them were not even allowed to
be offered on the House floor. Further-
more, the PRO Act would further dis-
rupt our economy, which is in des-
perate need of full reopening.

Mr. Speaker, today, I stand with
small business owners and our work-
force, and I oppose this bill.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
during the last Congress we held three
hearings and considered 35 amend-
ments.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. POCAN), who is a member of
the Committee on Education and Labor
and the co-chair of the new Labor Cau-
cus.

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in strong support of the Protecting
the Right to Organize Act.

As a small business owner and union
member of the International Union of
Painters and Allied Trades for 30 years,
I know how important it is that every
worker has a union.

Giving workers a voice in their work-
place, negotiating for good, family sup-
porting wages and benefits and worker
safety are crucial to a family’s ability
to thrive.

Democrats will deliver on this impor-
tant legislation today, but it is inter-
esting Republicans lately have been
trying to falsely rebrand themselves as
the party of working people while op-
posing the strongest bill in Congress to
give power to workers. The same Re-
publicans who fought tooth and nail to
reduce stimulus checks and unemploy-
ment insurance, championed union
busting and prevented an increase in
the minimum wage from being in-
cluded in COVID relief.

They claim they are the party of the
working people. Their idea of helping
working people is voting for a $2 tril-
lion tax cut for corporate donors and
billionaire friends but refusing to vote
for a $1.9 trillion investment in the
American people.

Their tax breaks for the top 1 per-
cent, by the way, even included a pro-
vision that might make it easier to
send jobs overseas. Yes. That is fight-
ing for the average worker—in China.

Please, if you are the party of work-
ing people, then I am a stunt double,
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doppelganger for Brad Pitt. I hope you
enjoyed me in ‘‘Fight Club.”

Today, on this side of the aisle we
proudly stand up to protect the right
to organize for every worker.

We will stand up for better worker
protections in a pandemic.

We will stand up for negotiating for
better pay and benefits to support your
family.

We will stand up against antiworker
so-called right-to-work laws that inevi-
tably mean right to work for less.

We will stand up for gig workers, for
nurses, for grocery workers, for
meatpackers, for fast-food workers, for
public service workers, and, yes, for
Amazon workers in Bessemer, Ala-
bama.

That is what the party of working
people would do, and that is why we are
going to pass the Protecting the Right
to Organize Act this week.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
two pieces of correspondence from the
International Brotherhood of Team-
sters and Transport Workers Union of
America.

INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD
OF TEAMSTERS,
Washington, DC, March 5, 2021.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 1.4
million members of the International Broth-
erhood of Teamsters, I am writing to state
our strong support for H.R. 842, the Pro-
tecting the Right to Organize Act (PRO Act).
I urge you to support this critical legislation
and to oppose any weakening amendments
and any motion to recommit when H.R. 842
comes to the House floor this week. The
Teamsters Union believes that this legisla-
tion is critically important to rebuilding the
middle class and to begin reversing decades
of income inequality and the erosion of
worker rights.

Today, the economy is not working for
working people and their families. Wages
have stagnated for workers across the econ-
omy, while income has skyrocketed for
CEO’s and the wealthiest one percent. In
large measure, this inequality is the result
of a loss of bargaining power and the erosion
of workers’ ability to exercise their rights on
the job.

Today, when workers make the decision to
stand together and bargain with their em-
ployer for improved working conditions, the
deck is stacked against them from day one.
Under current law, unscrupulous employers,
armed with limitless funds, routinely violate
the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA)
and block workers’ ability to exercise their
right to bargain for better wages and better
working conditions with impunity. The Pro-
tecting the Right to Organize Act is an im-
portant step forward for workers’ rights, re-
building the middle class, and addressing in-
equality. It would restore and strengthen
worker protections which have been eroded
over the years.

The Protecting the Right to Organize Act
addresses several major weaknesses in cur-
rent law. The legislation enacts meaningful,
enforceable penalties on employers who
break the law and gives workers a private
right of action if they’ve been terminated for
union activity. The bill would make elec-
tions fairer by prohibiting employers from
using coercive activities like ‘‘captive audi-
ence’’ meetings and by preventing employers
from hiring permanent replacements of
workers who exercise their right to strike. It
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would establish a process for mediation and
arbitration to stop stalling tactics at the
bargaining table and help parties achieve a
first contract. Importantly, the bill also ad-
dresses rampant intentional
misclassification and ensures that
misclassified workers are not deprived of
their right to form a union under the NLRA.

Research shows that workers want unions.
However, there is a huge gap between the
share of workers with union representation
and the share of workers that would like to
have a union and a voice on the job. The PRO
Act would take a major step forward in clos-
ing that gap, addressing income inequality,
and ultimately growing a strong middle
class.

I urge you to demonstrate to the American
people that workers and their rights are a
priority for this Congress. I hope I can tell
our members that you stood with them and
other workers in their efforts to achieve
meaningful worker rights and protections
and better wages and working conditions.
The Teamsters Union urges you to vote yes
on H.R. 842 and to oppose all efforts to weak-
en this bill by amendment.

Sincerely,
JAMES P. HOFFA,
General President.
TRANSPORT WORKERS OF
AMERICA, AFL-CIO,
Washington, DC, March 8, 2021.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of more
than 150,000 members of the Transport Work-
ers Union (TWU), I am writing to urge you to
support the Protecting the Right to Organize
(PRO) Act when it comes to the floor this
week. This bill directly addresses the needs
of the middle-class in the 21st century and
will help ensure that our next generation
economy is one that puts working families
first.

Our labor laws are designed to provide ac-
cess to the time-tested process of collective
bargaining. Under the National Labor Rela-
tions Act, certain workers, through their
elected representatives, negotiate with their
employer over the terms of their labor. How
often will they work? How much will they be
paid? What benefits will they receive beyond
their salary? Through collective bargaining,
these questions are answered in a unique
way for each work group and at each com-
pany. This is an incredibly flexible process
that has allowed TWU to successfully nego-
tiate contracts for everyone from airline me-
chanics to bikeshare workers.

Bikeshare workers at Motivate (a company
owned by Lyft) are often considered part of
the ‘‘gig economy”. They are also proud
TWU members with a national contract. For
many of these union members, the majority
of their interaction with their employer is
through an app—very similar to the way
rideshare drivers interact with their employ-
ers. These workers move around a large geo-
graphic area collecting and repositioning
bikes in the same way a rideshare driver
would pick up and move passengers. Unlike
rideshare drivers, however, bikeshare work-
ers’ rights are not seen as incompatible with
their company’s business model.

These workers and many others are proof
that collective bargaining is powerful
enough to live on into our future. None of
the more than 200 current contracts that
TWU has negotiated and implemented is
identical—in fact many of them would work
at no other company or among any other
work group. While the process mandated
under our labor laws may be the same, the
outcomes vary wildly, allowing for growth
and change as circumstances shift and tech-
nologies evolve. All workers deserve access
to that process in order to better their
standard of living.
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Unfortunately, the proportion of unionized
workers in the U.S. is near a 90-year low be-
cause of structural hurdles which make join-
ing a new union very difficult.

The PRO Act would directly address these
issues and give workers across the entire
economy equal access to the collective bar-
gaining process. In order ensure workers’
rights keep pace with the new economy, the
Transport Workers Union strongly urges you
to vote yes on the PRO Act and to oppose
any weakening amendments.

Sincerely,
JOHN SAMUELSEN,
International President.
Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. KELLER).

Mr. KELLER. Mr. Speaker, it is nec-
essary for me to voice my opposition to
the PRO Act, shortsighted legislation
that is a bad deal for America’s work-
ers and America’s employers.

The greatest thing that I learned
working in a factory is that workers
care about employers and employers
care about and value the hardworking
people who come to work and get the
job done every day.

The PRO Act needlessly inserts gov-
ernment—what I call the middleman—
into the workplace, driving a wedge be-
tween the employee-employer relation-
ship. This bill would infringe on work-
ers’ rights and handcuff employers,
making it harder for people to make
decisions that positively impact their
workforce.

Our team has met with employers
and workers across central and north-
eastern Pennsylvania, and the message
is crystal clear: Say no to the PRO Act.

Let’s not pretend the government
knows or cares about workers more
than the businesses that employ them,
and let’s not add more mandates where
they don’t belong. Instead, it is time
for the government to step back and
for businesses to continue what they do
best: innovate, produce, and provide
opportunities for the American people.

If my colleagues supporting the PRO
Act really care about America’s em-
ployers, workers, and boosting our eco-
nomic recovery, then I urge them to
oppose this special interest giveaway.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Madam
Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Washington (Ms.
JAYAPAL) who is a distinguished mem-
ber of the Committee on Education and
Labor and is the chair of the Congres-
sional Progressive Caucus.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Madam Speaker, I
rise in strong support of the PRO Act.
I am very proud to be a lead sponsor of
this transformative bill and to rep-
resent one of the most unionized States
in the country, where I have spent two
decades organizing alongside unions for
decent wages, benefits, and workers’
rights.

Unions helped build America’s mid-
dle class. But over the years large cor-
porations have deployed union-busting
tactics to rob workers of their funda-
mental workplace rights. That changes
today.

The PRO Act will undo decades of
Republican antiworker policies. It puts
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power back into the hands of workers
and secures the right to organize and
bargain for good wages, fair benefits,
and an equal voice on the job. The PRO
Act is about democracy in the work-
place. It is about standing with the he-
roic workers carrying America through
the pandemic.

It is past time to pass the PRO Act.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
two letters of support from the Service
Employees International Union and the
Communications Workers of America.

SEIU,
February 4, 2021.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 2
million members of the Service Employees
International Union (SEIU), we write to en-
dorse the Protecting the Right to Organize
(PRO) Act of 2021. This important bill would
strengthen working Americans’ rights to
join together in unions and bargain for high-
er wages and better working conditions to
help create balanced, inclusive growth, and
build our economy back better than it was
before.

We are nearly one year into the worst pub-
lic health and economic crisis we have faced
in a generation, with underpaid frontline
workers literally risking their lives for pov-
erty wages. While many have rightly called
these essential workers heroes, our country
has failed to truly respect them with a prom-
ise to protect them and adequately pay them
throughout the crisis. Too many essential
workers continue to lack basic work protec-
tions like proper PPE, paid sick and family
leave, or health care, and far too few have a
voice in the workplace and access to a union.
This is most true for the Black and brown
workers who have kept us safe and fed
throughout this crisis.

Unions are the best solution to leveling the
playing field and safeguarding the health and
safety of working people. In fact, during this
crisis, where workers that have been able to
act collectively and through their union,
they have been able to secure enhanced safe-
ty measures, additional hazard pay, paid sick
time, and other protections. But because of a
concerted effort to undermine unions in
America over the past forty years, just 10%
of working people have a say in the decisions
that affect them at work, in their commu-
nities and in our economy. Too many un-
scrupulous employers—even amidst a pan-
demic—take advantage of America’s out-
dated labor laws to stifle the ability of work-
ing people to join together in unions to stay
safe on the job and build a better future for
their families.

The PRO Act would reinvigorate labor law
to help build an economy that works better
for the millions of people who work for a liv-
ing—not just those at the top. We applaud
the bill’s joint employer provision, which
would ensure that workers can meaningfully
bargain with all companies that actually
control their employment. We also endorse
the bill’s new standard to stop employers
from misclassifying their workers as inde-
pendent contractors or supervisors to escape
their responsibilities. These changes would
make it harder for companies to circumvent
basic worker protections through subcon-
tracting arrangements or other evasions.

We also strongly support the PRO Act’s re-
forms banning anti-worker state laws that
supersede collective bargaining agreements.
These so-called Right-to Work laws weaken
workers’ voice at the workplace, drive down
wages, and threaten the economic security of
all workers—union and nonunion alike. Fur-
thermore, working people subject to these
laws earn $1,558 less per year than those who
are not. The PRO Act permits companies and
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workers to decide for themselves whether to
negotiate fair share agreements in collective
bargaining. In addition, we are pleased to see
PRO Act provisions that would deter em-
ployer misconduct by making remedies
meaningful, penalizing the most egregious
violations, limiting interference in union
elections, and facilitating first contracts
with newly formed unions. The bill right-
fully removes restraints on workers’ soli-
darity actions across different workplaces.

In this time of crisis, working people
around the country urgently need the PRO
Act’s much needed reforms to make it easier
for people to join unions and hold companies
accountable. A voice on the job has never
been more important for safeguarding the
health, safety, and economic security of the
working people we have relied on to get us
through this pandemic.

SEIU members are proud to support the
PRO Act. We will add any future votes on
this legislation to our legislative scorecard.

Sincerely,
MARY KAY HENRY,
International President.
COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF
AMERICA,
AFL-CIO, CLC,
Washington, DC, March 9, 2021.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the
members and officers of the Communications
Workers of America (CWA), I am writing to
urge you to vote in favor of H.R. 842, the Pro-
tecting the Right to Organize (PRO) Act,
when it comes to a vote on the House floor
this week.

The ability of working people to join to-
gether to collectively bargain for fair pay
and working conditions is a fundamental
right. But it is extremely difficult for pri-
vate sector workers covered by the NLRA to
organize if their employer opposes them
doing so. Companies can intimidate workers
relentlessly, misclassify workers, gerry-
mander election units, dodge accountability
for violating worker rights by hiding behind
subcontractors, and more—all completely le-
gally. And even if they do violate the law
and illegally terminate or punish workers for
union activity, the existing NLRA is tooth-
less and its penalties barely amount to a slap
on the wrist. Companies who illegally fire
workers are only required to pay them back
pay, minus any income they’ve had else-
where in the interim.

Once workers do come together and orga-
nize, the existing NLRA is also inadequate to
protect worker rights. Companies can easily
stall indefinitely to prevent workers from
getting a first contract for years after they
organize. If and when workers are forced to
g0 on strike to protect their livelihoods, em-
ployers can permanently replace strikers
without consequence.

The huge surge in economic inequality
over the past quarter-century is related di-
rectly to many workers’ lack of a strong
voice on the job. Over that time, wages have
stagnated for workers across the economy,
while income has skyrocketed for CEOs and
the wealthiest 1%. By 2012, the wealthiest 1%
made 22.5% of national income, while the
bottom 90% of families made less than half
of national income—just 49.6%.

Workers who form unions have stronger
protections against discrimination and retal-
iation, enhanced job security, better retire-
ment benefits, and more effective ways of
combating practices that jeopardize their
health and safety on the job. These problems
have all been magnified by the ongoing
COVID-19 pandemic.

New research confirms that workers with-
out union representation are less likely to
have paid leave, to have access to proper
PPE at work, or to have protections against
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unnecessary layoffs. The PRO Act would fix
these problems and re-establish workers’
right to organize in this country, In doing so,
it helps combat skyrocketing economic in-
equality and strengthens the middle class.
Therefore, I strongly urge you to vote in
favor of the PRO Act and oppose any amend-
ments that would weaken the bill. CWA will
include votes on this bill in our Congres-
sional Scorecard.

Thank you in advance for your consider-
ation.

Sincerely,
CHRISTOPHER M. SHELTON,
President, Communications Workers
of America (CWA).

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Mrs. MILLER).

Mrs. MILLER of Illinois. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in opposition to the
PRO Act.

The efforts by House Democrats to
kill flexible work options in America
do not consider the harmful effects this
bill will have on mothers. This bill
would force workers out of their indi-
vidual labor agreements and into one-
size-fits-all union contracts.

I have seven children, and balancing
work and family is an issue that I truly
care about. For many mothers, flexible
work opportunities are their lifeline.
Federal law should not discourage
mothers from working in positions
that fit their unique schedules and
needs. When given flexible opportuni-
ties, mothers are able to advance their
careers while balancing competing pri-
orities of childcare, education, caring
for sick or aging family members, and
so much more.

The only thing that this bill is pro on
is big labor. The PRO Act is a massive
expansion of union bosses’ power at the
expense of workers and employers’
freedom.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the chairman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I got here just a little
before I was going to speak, and I heard
the gentlewoman from Illinois speak.
She talked about flexible work hours. I
thought to myself: Who decides what is
flexible?

Historically, of course, working men
and women were told: You will do this
for that much at this time under these
conditions.

That was the reality—sweatshops,
health-endangering shops, and long
hours with little pay. Then the labor
unions came along. They got some
strength, they got some support, and lo
and behold, the middle class started to
grow and started to make good wages,
have safe working conditions, and, yes,
flexible hours.

Mr. Speaker, as we work to create
jobs and build our economy back bet-
ter, we need to make sure that the jobs
that are available to Americans help
them get by and get ahead. That is
what the minimum wage battle is
about. That is what this is about—av-
erage working people wanting to get
by, wanting to have a decent salary,
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and wanting to have decent working
conditions.

Very frankly, that just didn’t hap-
pen, Mr. Speaker. Some died to make
that a reality. Others were beaten and
battered in order to have that be a re-
ality. Child labor, abuse of gender,
women abused in the workplace work-
ing in terrible, odious conditions—that
is why Democrats passed the PRO Act
last year, and that is why we will do so
again today.

One of the most important tools for
workers to secure better pay and bene-
fits is the right to organize and bargain
collectively. Those of you who have
been employers know that you want to
maximize profits and you want to try
and manage and see whether you can
hire people for X amount of dollars
rather than X plus Y. That right was
secured over the course of generations
by workers who fought to have that
right recognized and secured. Collec-
tive bargaining made possible the pros-
perity and upward mobility that was a
hallmark of America in the 20th cen-
tury.

Strong unions lead to better pay,
higher quality and more affordable
healthcare, more secure retirement
benefits, and workplaces that are safer,
not just for union members but for all
workers.

Unfortunately, in the 21st century,
Mr. Speaker, the right to organize has
been eroded and weakened. As a result,
many workers are stuck with no re-
course to demand the better pay and
benefits they deserve, and they need,
and their families need, and we need as
a middle class society that knows that
we are a consumer economy. Henry
Ford knew if you didn’t pay them, then
they couldn’t buy your cars—a pretty
simple equation.

The PRO Act would change that, em-
powering workers, once again, through
their right to organize. It prevents
management from misclassifying
workers.

I urge Members to think whether or
not that happens.

Mr. Speaker, this gig economy
sounds great until you get to be 65 or 67
and you look around and there is no-
body behind you. There is nobody to
lift you up. There is nobody to say:
Thank you for that 30 years, 40 years,
or 50 years of service to our company
or to our economy. It prevents manage-
ment from misclassifying workers in
order to avoid negotiating the fair pay
and safe working conditions they de-
serve.

O 1300

No, they are just contract employees.
They don’t have any real attachment
or relationship with our company.
They are just contract, and we can use
them one day and throw them away the
next.

Moreover, the PRO Act levels the
playing field for labor unions in con-
tract negotiations. Maybe you don’t
believe in that, Mr. Speaker, not you
personally, but maybe there are people
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who don’t believe that they ought to be
equal. After all, I started the business,
and I invested money.

I agree with that; I want to see them
make money. I am a procapitalist
Democrat, a procapitalist American. I
have been around the world, and I have
seen noncapitalist societies. They don’t
work very well. But the capitalist soci-
ety works better if everybody is lifted,
not just some.

I thank Chairman ScoTT of the Edu-
cation and Labor Committee for his
hard work on this bill, as well as the
members of his committee.

I am proud that we Democrats
strongly support this bill, which is so
central to our effort to make opportu-
nities more accessible and more broad-
ly available to American workers as we
look to rebuild our economy stronger
after COVID-19.

The leader of the party on the other
side of the aisle said in his speech that
he gave at the beginning of the session:
We are the workers’ party.

We will see, Mr. Speaker, when we
vote on this bill, whether that state-
ment was accurate.

The workers are not against this bill.
As I said last year, when we passed this
bill, the PRO Act is the workers’ rights
legislation that working people in our
country need and for which they have
been waiting for far too long. That is
why we need to pass this bill today and
send it to the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote for
our workers, for our families, for our
children, and for our effort to build
back better and stronger from the chal-
lenges we now face.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, the Demo-
crats continue to look backward, 100
years backward. Just before COVID
hit, we had the greatest economy in
our country ever, the lowest unemploy-
ment for women, minorities, everyone,
without the PRO Act.

No procapitalist can support this bill.
This is part of a socialist agenda.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MURPHY).

Mr. MURPHY of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 842, the prounion bosses
act.

Here we are once again. This is be-
coming all too familiar here in Con-
gress, an exercise for Democrats to
steamroll these massive bills through
the House without proper debate or
transparency. Our committee didn’t
even have a hearing or a markup on
this.

Frankly, the bill is disastrous. Bills
like this only further suppress workers’
rights, create a one-size-fits-all type of
union contract, and create incentives
for disruptive and dangerous union
strikes, especially in healthcare.

One particularly bothersome practice
is this legislation would require em-
ployers to hand over workers’ private
personal information to union orga-
nizers—home addresses, cell phone
numbers, email addresses—without
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their employees’ consent. These are
privacy violations not to be tolerated
in this country.

I know leadership doesn’t want you
guys to do this, but we want to work
with you. I urge my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to vote ‘“‘no’ on this
legislation.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I include in the RECORD a letter of sup-
port for the bill from the AFL-CIO.
Legislative Alert

AFL-CIO,
Washington, DC, March 8, 2021.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On January 26, we
wrote in support of the Protecting the Right
to Organize (PRO) Act (H.R. 842), which
would restore the original intent of the Na-
tional Labor Relations Act (NLRA) to give
working people a voice on the job so they
can negotiate for higher wages, better bene-
fits, a more secure retirement and a safer
workplace. We write today to redouble our
request and to express our views on amend-
ments to H.R. 842 that the Rules Committee
has made in order.

Now is the time to pass the PRO Act. For
too long, employers have been allowed to
violate workers’ rights with impunity be-
cause the law includes no penalties for doing
s50. As a result, workers’ ability to negotiate
for better pay and benefits has eroded and in-
come inequality has reached levels we have
not seen since the Great Depression. In the
midst of a global pandemic, which has killed
tens of thousands of front line workers, it is
more important than ever that working peo-
ple have the right to rely on the protection
of a union contract.

The PRO Act will level the playing field to
give workers a fair shot when fighting for
improvements on the job. The bill modern-
izes the NLRA by bringing its remedies in
line with other workplace laws. In addition
to imposing financial penalties on companies
and individual corporate officers who violate
the law, the bill would give workers the op-
tion of bringing their case to federal court.
The bill would also make union elections
fairer by prohibiting employers from requir-
ing their employees to attend ‘‘captive audi-
ence’”’ meetings, a common tactic whereby
employers present anti-union propaganda to
pressure workers to vote against the union.

Under the bill, once workers vote to form
a union, the National Labor Relations Board
(NLRB) would be authorized to order that
the employer commence bargaining a first
contract. These orders would be enforced in
district courts to ensure swift justice, avoid-
ing the complex and drawn out process in the
courts of appeals. In addition, the bill would
ensure that employees are not deprived of
our right to a union because an employer de-
liberately misclassifies them as supervisors
or independent contractors.

Too often, when workers choose to form a
union, employers stall the bargaining proc-
ess to avoid reaching an agreement. The
PRO Act would establish a process for medi-
ation and arbitration to help the parties
achieve a first contract. This important
change would make the freedom to negotiate
a reality for countless workers who form
unions but never get to enjoy the benefits of
a collective bargaining agreement due to em-
ployers’ intentional delays.

The PRO Act recognizes that employees
need the freedom to picket or withhold our
labor in order to push for the workplace
changes we need. The bill protects employ-
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ees’ right to strike by preventing employers
from hiring permanent replacement workers.

It also allows unrepresented employees to
engage in collective action or class action
lawsuits to enforce basic workplace rights,
rather than being forced to arbitrate such
claims alone.

Finally, the bill would eliminate ‘‘right to
work’’ laws. These laws, steeped in a history
of racism, are promoted by billionaires and
special interest groups to give more power to
corporations at the expense of workers, and
have the effect of lowering wages and erod-
ing pensions and health care coverage in
states where they have been adopted.

The PRO Act is the first step towards re-
storing our middle class by strengthening
the collective power of workers to negotiate
for better pay and working conditions. After
the PRO Act’s passage, we urge Congress to
further empower workers through passage of
the Public Service Freedom to Negotiate
Act, so our nation’s public sector workers
may enjoy the protections of a union con-
tract.

We urge you to support and vote for the
PRO Act.

AMENDMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Tlaib (#8) This amendment establishes a
120-day timeline for the tripartite arbitra-
tion process between the employees/labor or-
ganization and employer to ensure that the
arbitration process is not indefinitely drawn
out. Vote yes.

Hern (#6) Prohibits the PRO Act from tak-
ing effect until the Secretary of Labor cer-
tifies that the PRO Act will not negatively
affect employment rates. There is nothing to
support the notion that strong labor protec-
tions have adverse impacts on job numbers.
This serves no purpose other than to further
delay worker access to the protections of the
PRO Act. Vote no.

Keller (#16) This amendment deletes the
provisions of the bill prohibiting employers
from permanently replacing workers on
strike and protecting the rights of workers
to engage in brief or intermittent strikes.
Vote no.

Good (#18) Amends section 302 of the Labor
Management Relations Act to prohibit em-
ployers from remaining neutral during an or-
ganizing effort or election. Vote no.

Comer (#21) This amendment strikes the
provision of the bill which requires employ-
ers to disclose how much they are spending
on union-busting or ‘‘union avoidance’’ con-
sultants. Vote no.

Torres (#22) This amendment revises the
Labor-Management and Disclosure Act of
1959 to require the Department of Labor to
make disclosures under the persuader rule
publicly available in an accessible and
searchable electronic form, and through a se-
cure software application for use on an elec-
tronic device. Vote yes.

Walberg (#24) This amendment seeks to ex-
tend the time between a petition for a union
election and a pre-election hearing. Vote no.

Levin (#34) This amendment directs the
NLRB to develop a system and procedures to
conduct union representation elections elec-
tronically, as allowed by the PRO Act itself.
Vote yes.

Fulcher (#37) Codifies a vote-and-impound
process through which the NLRB will con-
duct union elections even where employer
coercion or other unfair labor practices have
occurred, tainting the election. This policy
is harmful to workers who are subject to em-
ployer unfair labor practices during or prior
to a union election. Vote no.

Fitzgerald (#39) Requires an unnecessary
administrative process for unions to collect
consent before using dues for activities other
than collective bargaining or contract ad-
ministration. Serves only to create adminis-
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trative hurdles as employees are already en-
titled to limit payments to union to those
for representational purposes. Vote no.

Allen (#47) This amendment strikes the
provision requiring states to allow ‘‘fair
share agreements.”” So-called ‘Right to
Work” laws, which prohibit fair share agree-
ments, depress wages and benefits. Vote no.

McBath (#54) This amendment simply
clarifies that the definition of employer and
employee in the PRO Act does not affect
state laws governing wages, hours, workers’
compensation or unemployment insurance.
Vote yes.

Wilson (#59) This amendment strikes the
provision requiring states to allow ‘‘fair
share agreements.”” So-called ‘“Right to
Work” laws, which prohibit fair share agree-
ments, depress wages and benefits. Vote no.

Newman (#67) This amendment ensures
that the NLRB’s notices that inform workers
of their rights be in the languages spoken by
the employees. Vote yes.

The AFL-CIO offers no recommendation on
the following amendments: Jackson Lee
(#12), Bordeaux (#25), Stevens (#65), Murphy
(#68), Davids (#71).

Restoring our middle class depends on
strengthening the collective power of work-
ers to negotiate for better pay and working
conditions. This is why public support for
unions is the highest it has been in decades.
We urge you to support the PRO Act, oppose
all weakening amendments for the reasons
explained above, and help us build an econ-
omy that works for all working families. We
also urge you to oppose any Motion to Re-
commit, which would have the effect of kill-
ing the bill.

Sincerely,
WILLIAM SAMUEL,
Director, Government Affairs.

Mr. LEVIN of Michigan. Mr. Speaker,
I wish I had time to rebut many argu-
ments, like the one we just heard. The
requirement that the employer share
lists of the employees during a union
election is decades and decades old. It
hasn’t changed.

In any event, I am here to support
the PRO Act with all of my heart. For
decades, we have witnessed the loss of
workers’ rights, the decline of private-
sector union membership, and the ero-
sion of the American middle class. For
86 years, Congress has failed to pass
any meaningful private-sector labor
law reform to reverse these devastating
trends.

The decline of union membership has
resulted in an unequal economy where
workers no longer receive a fair share
of the profits they produce. But we can
change that starting today.

The PRO Act protects workers’
rights to unite and negotiate for higher
pay, better benefits, and safer working
conditions. By passing the PRO Act, we
empower workers to fight for the fruits
of their labor and build an economy
that works for all Americans.

I urge all of my colleagues to stand
up for the working people of this Na-
tion and vote for the PRO Act.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the distinguished gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. FITZGERALD).

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in opposition to H.R. 842.

This bill would be the most drastic
change to labor law this country has
seen in the past 80 years. It would se-
verely upend labor laws and change
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long-established precedents at the be-
hest of Democrats and their Big Labor
donors and at the expense of hard-
working Americans.

This bill would take away the flexi-
bility of workers to choose their own
work hours, place onerous burdens on
small business, restrict the ability of
employers to seek labor relations ad-
vice, and violate workers’ privacy by
giving labor organizations access to
their contact information without con-
sent.

This bill would also undermine the
ability of States to choose their own
labor laws by striking down the right-
to-work laws of 27 States.

As a member of the Wisconsin Sen-
ate, I authored the right-to-work bill
that became law. I can attest firsthand
to what the consequences would be if
these laws were struck down.

Striking down State right-to-work
laws would force millions of workers to
pay dues to labor unions without any
say about how their money was spent.

I offered an amendment to this bill
that would prevent union dues from
being used for political purposes. It is
yet to be seen whether Democrats will
support union bosses or hardworking
Americans.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
could you advise how much time is
available on each side?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CICILLINE). The gentleman from Vir-
ginia has 21%2 minutes. The gentle-
woman from North Carolina has 20%
minutes.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. MRVAN), a distinguished
member of the Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor.

Mr. MRVAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Chairman ScoTT for this time and op-
portunity to speak in support of H.R.
842, the Protecting the Right to Orga-
nize Act.

Unions are the backbone of north-
west Indiana’s economy, and we must
do all we can to strengthen the ability
for all workers to form unions. For far
too long, State and Federal policies
have targeted union workers and their
ability to position themselves and le-
verage.

Today, we change that. Today, we
have the backs of working families.
When workers can stand together and
form a union, they have the ability to
use their collective voice for fair
wages, safe working conditions, im-
proved health benefits, and a more se-
cure retirement.

Organized labor is essential to cre-
ating opportunities for all individuals
to have a good-paying career where
they can take care of themselves and
their families.

I believe that the divide in our Na-
tion is by workers believing they will
be left behind. The PRO Act will 1ift up
workers and unite workers.

I thank Chairman ScoTT for this
time, and I urge all of my colleagues to
support the PRO Act so that we can
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move forward in creating an economy
that works for everyone.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
a letter from the International Union
of Bricklayers and Allied Craftworkers.

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF BRICKLAYERS

AND ALLIED CRAFTWORKERS,
Washington, DC, March 8, 2021.

DEAR HOUSE MEMBERS: On behalf of the
International Union of Bricklayers and Al-
lied Craftworkers (BAC), I am writing to ex-
press our strong support for the Protecting
the Right to Organize (PRO) Act, H.R. 842.
The PRO Act is historic legislation that will
help level the playing field and provide
workers the opportunity to freely exercise
their right to organize a union. President
Biden captured this fundamental principle
clearly and succinctly when he told Amer-
ica’s workers and companies that ‘The
choice to join a union is up to the workers—
full stop.”

BAC is proud of the relationship that we
share with our signatory employers across
the United States to provide vital building
and construction services to the commu-
nities we live in. However, our members, and
just as importantly the contractors that hire
them, are under assault by unscrupulous cor-
porations and employers that abuse and deny
their workers from having a meaningful
voice in the workplace. The PRO Act would
help address these abuses and provide work-
ers a fair shot at forming a union of their
choice to bargain for better wages, benefits,
and conditions in the workplace.

Too often, employers intentionally violate
the law during organizing campaigns because
some of the penalties are so weak that low
road employers just view them as a small
cost of doing the business of union busting.
The PRO act strengthens penalties for such
behavior in order to deter employers from
interfering with worker’s rights.

The PRO Act also clarifies the definition of
independent contractor and supervisor to
help prevent the misclassification of work-
ers. Misclassification is far too common in
construction and other industries and it pre-
vents workers from exercising their rights,
getting the pay and benefits they deserve,
and deprives communities of much-needed
revenue through tax evasion.

Our economy is out of balance and it is
time for Congress to step up to protect work-
ing class families and restore economic sta-
bility. We urge you to support the PRO Act
and oppose any weakening amendments
when the House of Representatives considers
the bill.

Sincerely,
TIMOTHY J. DRISCOLL,
President.

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. CAWTHORN).

Mr. CAWTHORN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in opposition to the PRO Act.

You see, when I came to Washington,
D.C., I believed that I had one duty,
one purpose, that I was elected to serve
my district, my people, and to answer
to nobody else except my constituents.

But since arriving in Congress, I have
learned that not everyone shares the
same philosophy. You see, I have come
to realize that this body is oftentimes
more interested in self-service than in
public service, that corporate donors
come before constituents, and that a
union boss is more important than an
American worker.

The right to work is as intrinsically
American as the right to vote. No man
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or woman should be denied the fruits of
his labor simply because they refuse to
toe a partisan line. Each man and
woman ought to be granted the dignity
and respect to decide his own destiny.

This bill strips the right of self-deter-
mination away from the people and
places it directly into the hands of the
powerful. It is a shameful display of
the very type of self-service that dis-
gusts nearly every American outside of
Washington, D.C.

This vote will reveal much about who
we are elected to serve. Are we, as rep-
resentatives of the people, elected to
serve union management or our con-
stituents?

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Minnesota (Ms. OMAR), a distin-
guished member of the Committee on
Education and Labor.

Ms. OMAR. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sol-
idarity with labor unions that,
throughout history, have fought the
greed of their bosses and corporations
in order to have a better life.

I rise in solidarity with workers in
the Marathon Petroleum plant in Min-
nesota who are striking for safer work-
ing conditions and with the workers at
the Minneapolis Institute of Art, Walk-
er Art Center, and many more work-
places that have recently unionized in
my district.

I rise in solidarity with the 5,800
mostly Black workers in Alabama who
are currently fighting one of the most
predatory corporations in the world,
Amazon, to form a union.

Labor unions have been the driving
force for all positive change for work-
ers in modern history. As a former
union member myself, I can attest to
the power that workers wield when
they exercise their right to organize.
That is why we need the PRO Act and
why we must pass it this week and
pressure the Senate to do the same.

The PRO Act puts power back where
it belongs, in the hands of 